
slope gradient and distance thresholds for SSS. Otherwise, the presence 
and abundance of existing landslides and headwall swale landforms, 
which is a function of geologic conditions and natural landscape 
variability, will determine the use of the Plan’s conservation measures. 
 

Response to Comment S5-103 

The Services considered, but rejected, the suggestion to require forensic 
analysis. The measures contained in the Plan are sufficient to qualify for 
approval. The Services do not believe it necessary to require forensic 
analysis following such an event. The Plan contains adequate provisions 
to address any uncertainty as to causation. 
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Response to Comment S5-104 

AHCP/CCAA Appendix F1, sections F1.2.1.4, F1.2.1.5, and 
F1.2.1.6 present a discussion of the relative effects of different 
silvicultural systems on slope stability. These sections also discuss 
and tabulate for comparison the results of various studies of the 
effects of tree harvesting on slope stability in various geologic 
settings. 

 
Response to Comment S5-105 

Due to the complexity of geologic conditions and processes in the 
Plan Area, it is not practical to test the stated assumptions for 
hillslope evaluation prior to Plan implementation. These 
assumptions, as well as existing research, will be tested through 
the 20 year Mass Wasting Assessment (MWA) (AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.5.3.4). The MWA will be conducted as described in 
AHCP/CCAA Appendix D.3.5. In addition, there are provisions in 
the Plan to make adjustments to the SSS conservation measures 
within the first 7 years and after the first 15 years of the Plan as 
necessary through the SSS delineation study (AHCP/CCAA 
Appendix D.3.3), the SSS Assessment (AHCP/CCAA Appendix 
D.3.4) and adaptive management (AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.6, 
6.3.6) within the limits of the AMRA.  

 
Response to Comment S5-106 

The specific concerns of the comment are addressed 
correspondingly by the following numbered items.  

1) Differentiating MWPZs by geology type may be accomplished 



over time through the SSS Assessment, as described in 
AHCP/CCAA Appendix D.3.4. Accomplishing this will necessarily 
require years of work, which does not lend itself to the selected 
approach of using initial default prescriptions until more appropriate 
watershed- or site-specific prescriptions can be developed. Also, 
results from the property wide MWA may render meaningful data 
that might someday be used to better delineate MWPZs by geology 
type;  

2.) Preliminary landslide inventories will be developed for all HPAs 
within the first seven years after Plan implementation, as described 
in AHCP/CCAA Appendix D.3.5;  

3.) Green Diamond currently uses a 10-meter DEM provided by the 
USGS for its base map construction and intends to improve this 
resolution over time;  

4.) Landslide populations from different geology types in the different 
HPAs will be evaluated as part of the SSS Assessment described in 
Appendix D.3.4.  

Because of the difficulties in establishing background sedimentation 
rates, the Plan is expected to result in a 70 percent reduction in 
landslide-related sediment delivery from SMZs compared to comparable 
clear cut areas. An alternative is offered in AHCP/CCAA Appendix 
D.3.4 and Section 6.3.2.3 of a 30 percent increase in landslide-related 
sediment delivery compared to comparable areas of advanced second 
growth as a standard of comparison for the SSS effectiveness 
evaluation. Also see Master Response 16 regarding the 70 percent 
effectiveness goal for SSS conservation measures. 

 
Response to Comment S5-107 

The Services are not aware of, and the comment does not provide, any 
basis to question the methodology(ies) used or the volumes reported for 
sediment delivery. For the purposes of analysis, the Services and Green 
Diamond agreed to certain basic presumptions during the development 
of the Plan, and review work that would occur in the future under the 
Plan is expected either to affirm the use of these prescriptions or be used 

to modify them within the limits of the AMRA. However, the Plan 
provides an additional layer of regulation that supplements all other 
applicable laws, and does not excuse Green Diamond from compliance 
with other laws and regulations. Additional measures may be necessary 
on a THP-by-THP basis to protect natural resources and water quality. 

 
Response to Comment S5-108 

AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.2.3.1 describes that the initial field inventory 
of SSS landslides was directed to those areas where aerial photographs 
revealed a relatively high concentration of failures. On this basis, the 
Services believe it is reasonable to assume that these areas are a 
conservative representation of the conditions in the various pilot 
watersheds. For that reason, the Services believe that the initial default 
prescriptions are appropriate. With respect to why an 80 percent 
cumulative landslide delivery volume versus crown distance is an 
adequate threshold compared to a 90 percent threshold, the slope 
stability conservation measures must be evaluated in the context of the 
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) as a 
whole. The Plan focuses primarily on reduction in delivery of road-
related sediment and recruitment of LWD to Plan Area aquatic 
resources to minimize effects on the covered species and their habitats. 
The relative sediment contribution from different management sources 
for the pilot watersheds under pre-Plan and projected post-Plan 
conditions is presented in AHCP/CCAA Appendix F3, Tables F3-3, F3-
4, F3-5, and F3-8. See responses to Comments S2-19 and S5-77. 
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Response to Comment S5-109 

It is the Service’s understanding that seismic modeling and 
quantitative hillslope stability modeling is presently beyond the 
standard of practice for forest management, as discussed in 
response to Comment S5-101. Therefore, quantitative modeling of 
the effects of seismicity on slope stability is also beyond the 
standard of practice for forest management. Currently these tools 
are beyond the standard of practice for practical reasons related to 
the high level of difficulty, cost, time, unacceptable site 
disturbance in sensitive areas, and questionable reliability of 
results that can be expected in the forested Franciscan complex 
terrain of the Plan Area. For these reasons, the Services believe 
that seismic modeling is not required here. However, if the 
standards of practice change during the term of the Permits, any 
RG reviewing forest management activities in the Plan Area will 
be expected to meet such standards as necessary to address 
applicable laws and regulations. 

 



  130

 

Letter - S5 

Page 26 

 



  131

 

Letter - S5 

Page 27 

 



  132

 

Letter - S5 

Page 28 

 



  133

 

Letter - S5 

Page 29 

 



  134

 

Letter - S5 

Page 30 

 



  135

 

Letter - S5 

Page 31 

 



  136

 

Letter - S5 

Page 32 

 



  137

 

Letter - S5 

Page 33 

 



  138

 

Letter - S5 

Page 34 

 



  139

 

Letter - S5 

Page 35 

 

 



 

Letter - S6. Signatory -Calif. Dept. of Fish 
and Game.  

 

 



  141

 

Letter - S6 

Page 2 

 



  142

 

Letter - S6 

Page 3 

 

Response to Comment S6-1 

See response to Comment S6-15. 
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Response to Comment S6-2 

The Services believe that Green Diamond has satisfied the ESA 
Section 10(a)(2)(A)(i) requirement that a conservation plan specify 
“the impact which will likely result from” any taking proposed to 
be authorized by the Permit. See Master Response 9 regarding 
quantification of take. Because NEPA does not require an 
environmental document to estimate levels of take in terms of 
number of species or habitat units, the EIS satisfies NEPA 
requirements in this regard. 

Response to Comment S6-3 

The Department correctly concludes that the Operating 
Conservation Program includes the enforceable provisions of the 
Plan. However, this does not mean that the goals and objectives 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1, discussed in Master Response 12) or 
Green Diamond’s timber operations and other forest management 
activities are irrelevant. To the contrary, the biological goals and 
objectives guided the development of the Operating Conservation 
Program and would be used again to guide any measures 
subsequently deemed necessary. The Operating Conservation 
Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) provides an additional layer 
of requirements that govern activities in the Plan Area independent 
of other applicable laws and management policies (see 
AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4 and EIS Sections 1.5 and 1.6), such as 
the California ESA, Federal and State water quality laws and the 
CFPRs. The entire Plan gives context to the Operating 
Conservation Program, so it is not irrelevant by any means. 
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Response to Comment S6-4 

Cumulative effects have been discussed in Master Response 3. 
The rate of harvest and the concept of a disturbance index have 
been discussed in Master Response 11. 

Response to Comment S6-5 

Disturbance index has been discussed in Master Response 11. 
Cumulative effects have been discussed in Master Response 3. 
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Response to Comment S6-6 

See Master Response 18. See also the response to Comment R1-51 
regarding hardwood dominated streams.  

Response to Comment S6-7 

The Services are not authorized to require the applicant to include 
different measures than those proposed. The development of the 
suite of measures is a matter of the Permit applicant’s discretion 
(HCP Handbook at 3-19). The Services’ role in designing the 
conservation program is to “be prepared to advise” during the 
development of the AHCP/CCAA and to judge its consistency, as 
a whole, with the ESA approval criteria once the application is 
complete (HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7). The ESA does not 
require that any particular measure be adopted or imposed, but 
only that its criteria for Permit issuance be met. Issuance criteria 
are discussed in EIS section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and 
Master Response 8. The Services believe that the Plan meets these 
criteria. Plan enforceability has been discussed in Master Response 
14. 
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Response to Comment S6-8 

Roads and sites will be prioritized for treatment based on future 
sediment delivery, treatment immediacy, and treatment cost-
effectiveness. The only real subjective aspect of the prioritization 
process is the treatment immediacy which is the probability that 
delivery will occur and the amount that will deliver. However 
there is an established process where different crews would 
essentially come to the same conclusion of priority. There are both 
training and supervisor oversight of the crews that help maintain 
consistency. In addition, the assessment work is conducted in a 
crew of two so differences in classifications can be identified and 
corrected if necessary. 

The Services agree that treating high and moderate risk sediment 
delivery sites does not eliminate the risk of crossing failure; 
however, it significantly reduces the probability that they will fail 
or deliver sediment. Treatment of high and moderate risk sediment 
delivery sites also includes hydrologically disconnecting the 
adjacent road (although potentially only ranked as a low risk 
sediment delivery site) associated with the crossing to minimize 
potential chronic sediment inputs. The Services emphasize that the 
treatment of high and moderate risk sediment delivery sites to 
reduce them to low risk site status does not mean that part of the 
site is untreated. Each of the high and moderate risk sites will be 
completely treated. However, the reclassification of the site to a 
low risk status is a way of acknowledging that treatment of a site 
does not completely eliminate the risk of failure. The treated site 
still represents a “site” - albeit a low risk one without treatment 
requirements. All the sites along a section of road that are to be 
decommissioned will be treated, including low risk sites. However 
the low risk sites along the road do not count toward the estimate 



of future sediment yield or toward Green Diamond’s monetary 
commitment to provide $2.5 million per year on treating high and 
moderate risk sediment delivery sites. 

Response to Comment S6-9 

The monitoring and adaptive management programs are not designed to 
maintain current conditions. As discussed in Master Response 1, current 
conditions in many Plan Area streams have been heavily impacted due 
to past activities. However, data provided in the Plan lead the Services 
to believe that implementation of the Operating Conservation Program 
in the Plan Area will improve habitat conditions for the covered species. 
The Services believe that the Plan meets the issuance criteria, see 
Master Response 8, including the requirement to not reduce the 
likelihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild. 

Response to Comment S6-10 

The Services believe the monitoring program in the Plan (AHCP/CCAA 
Sections 6.2.5 and 6.2.7) will accomplish what the comment suggests. 
Most of the monitoring projects proposed in the Plan have already been 
initiated, and the remaining portions will begin concurrent with Plan 
approval and issuance of the Permits. 
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Response to Comment S6-11 

The Services agree that active participation by the permitting 
agency throughout the 50-year term of the Permits would help to 
ensure the success of the Plan. The Services will utilize our 
existing authorities under the ESA, sections 9, 10, and 11, as well 
as the dispute resolution process described in the IA (Paragraph 
13.6) to address Plan implementation and Permits issues as they 
arise.  

Response to Comment S6-12 

The AMRA, including how it is funded, its opening balance and 
how it may change, and how it would be used under the Plan to 
benefit the covered species and their habitats, is discussed in 
AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.6.3 and 6.3.6.2, as well as in Master 
Response 15. The Services have found that the AMRA is adequate 
for the purposes provided in the Plan. 
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Response to Comment S6-13 

The development of the suite of measures, including any dispute 
resolution process, is a matter of the Permit applicant’s discretion 
(HCP Handbook at 3-19). The Services’ role in designing the 
conservation program for an HCP is to “be prepared to advise” 
during the development of the plan and to judge its consistency 
with the ESA approval criteria once the application is complete 
(HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7). The ESA does not require that 
any particular measure be adopted or imposed, but only that its 
criteria for Permit issuance be met. Issuance criteria are discussed 
in EIS section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and Master 
Response 8. The Services believe that the Plan meets these 
criteria, and the commenter provides no information to suggest 
otherwise. 

Response to Comment S6-14 

Numerous changes to Plan and EIS glossary definitions have been 
made pursuant to suggestions made by the commenter and others. 
See responses to Comments S1-103 through S1-169. 
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